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BEFORE THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

STB Docket No. AB-102 (Sub-No. 13)

MISSOURI-KANSAS-TEXAS RAILROAD COMPANY
- ABANDONMENT--

IN ST. CHARLES, WARREN, MONTGOMERY, CALLAWAY
BOONE, HOWARD, COOPER AND PETTIS COUNTIES, MO

REPLY OF UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
TO MOTION TO COMPLY WITH SECTION 106

Union Pacific Railroad Company ("UP") submits this Reply in response to the

"Motion to Provide and to Enforce Compliance with Section 106," jointly filed by the Rails

to Trails Conservancy, the Save the Katy Bridge Coalition, Inc., and the Missouri Parks

Association (collectively "Petitioners") on March 12, 2009 in this matter Petitioners

request that the Board comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

("NHPA") and order UP to cease demolition of the Boonville Bridge (the "Bridge"), which

crosses the Missouri River in Boonville, MO

In support of its position, Petitioners argue that: 1) the Board has failed to fulfill its

Section 106 obligations, 2) UP was not authorized to abandon the Bridge, and 3) UP is

engaged in "anticipatory demolition" of the Bridge. Petitioners are incorrect First, the

Board has complied with its historic review obligations and the Coast Guard is the

appropriate agency to conduct the ongoing historic review process, given its authority to

regulate bridges that span navigable bodies of water Furthermore, during the

approximately four years since it became clear that the Coast Guard would assume a lead
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agency role in conducting the historic review, Petitioners have not sought Board

intervention Only now, with the historic review process near an end, do they contend that

the Board should have conducted the historic review itself. Second, the Interstate

Commerce Commission's ("ICG's") 1987 Certificate of Interim Trail Use or Abandonment

explicitly authorized UP to abandon the Bridge if it did not become subject to a trail use

agreement. Third, there is no need for the Board to order UP to cease demolition of the

Bridge, as UP is not engaged in any Bridge demolition activities and has no intention of

altering or removing the Bridge until completion of the historic review process

Additionally, although Petitioners do not disclose this, each of them has been a

consulting party in the Coast Guard's ongoing historic review process, and has

participated in meetings held by the Coast Guard throughout the second half of 2008 At

these meetings, none of the Petitioners contended that the Coast Guard lacked authority

to conduct the historic review process. Now, with the historic review process nearmg a

close and other opportunities to block removal of the Bridge exhausted, Petitioners seek

Board intervention

The Board-should deny Petitioners'-Motion.

I. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND1

The Boonville Bridge was once part of a 200-mile rail line owned by a UP

predecessor, Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. ("MKT") MKT filed an application to

abandon the line in September 1986, and received ICC abandonment authority the

1 UP has provided a comprehensive overview of the history of this dispute in previous filings with the Board,
and reviews the pertinent facts here See Reply of Union Pacific Railroad Co to Petition for Declaratory
Order. STB Docket No. AB 102 (Sub-No 13), UP-filed Mar 16,2009 (hereinafter 'March 16 Replf), UP
Notice of Consummation, STB Docket No. AB 102 (Sub-No 13). UP-filed May 25, 2005
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following March. In its abandonment decision, the ICC ordered MKT, once it had effected

its abandonment authority, to comply with NHPA review procedures and to obtain

necessary permits from the U.S Army Corps of Engineers and "other federal agencies

before salvaging bridges and structures."2

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources ("MDNR") subsequently acquired

most of the line for trail use, excluding the Bridge, pursuant to the ICC's Certificate of

Interim Trail Use or Abandonment ("CULT) served on April 27,1987 Under its trail use

agreement with MKT, MDNR retained an option to acquire the Bridge for trail use if it

subsequently met statutorily imposed liability and responsibility requirements, which it

never did. In 2005, the MDNR relinquished its option to acquire the Bridge, and UP

consummated abandonment of the Bridge a short time later. The CITU explicitly

authorized UP to do so under the circumstances.3 As UP fully disclosed in its May 25,

2005 Notice of Consummation, UP intended to meet the historic condition working through

the Coast Guard.4

The Coast Guard assumed the lead agency role in the historic review process and

prepared a draft Memorandum of Agreement ("MOA") later that year, outlining conditions

for removal of the Bridge. UP and the Missouri State Historic Preservation Officer

executed the MOA, but due to a series of legal actions involving the Bridge that followed5,

2 Missoun-Kansas-Texas—Abandonment—In St Charles, Warren, Montgomery. Callaway, Boons, Howard,
Cooper and Pettis Counties, MO, ICC Docket No AB102 (Sub-No 13), ICC served Mar 6,1987. at 9

3 CITU, p. 2. Ordering Paragraph 5, j

4 UP Notice of Consummation, pars 7,8

5 State ex rel Nixon v Childers. NO 05AC-CC00673 (Mo Clr Apr 25. 2006) (trial order), aff'd State ex rel
Nixon v Childers, 243 S W 3d 403 (Mo App W D. 2007), review denied State ex rel Nixon v Childers (Mo
Feb 19.2008) Mtdkiffot al v. Childers, Case no 05 AC-CC 101098 (Mo Cir July 26, 2006) (trial order),
afrd Midkiff et al v Childers, 228 S W 3d 623 (Mo.App W 0,2006) Copies of these decisions are j
attached to UP's March 16 Reply as Exhibit 2. '
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the Coast Guard deferred execution. Following the conclusion of litigation in early 2008,

the Coast Guard reassumed its role in the historic review process as lead agency In

accordance with Section 106 requirements, It drafted a new MOA, consulted with the

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation ("ACHP"), and held a series of meetings with
i

consulting parties and the public. Although Petitioners make no mention of it in their

Motion, Petitioners attended these meetings and, as shown in the meeting minutes (see

Exhibits 1 and 2), none of them voiced concerns as to the Coast Guard's authority to lead !

the historic review process.6 Following the meetings, the Coast Guard circulated its draft j

MOA among all consulting parties to solicit further input.
i

Petitioners' Motion is part of a series of efforts by interested parties to delay or

block removal of the Bridge As noted above, in two separate court actions, the Missouri I

Attorney General ("AG") and a group of interested parties unsuccessfully challenged the :

MDNR's authority to relinquish its option to acquire the Bndge. More recently, in February

2009, the AG and the Great Rivers Environmental Law Center petitioned the Board to

commence declaratory order proceedings in this matter, to remove "uncertainty" with I

respect to the Bridge's abandonment status UP replied on March 16th7 And now,

Petitioners charge for the first time that Coast Guard lacks authority to conduct the historic

review process as to the Bridge. This string of challenges is nothing more than a I

6 Among the Petitioners, onfy the Save the Katy Bridge Coalition suggested any changes in the Coast
Guard's historic review procedures At an August 5,2008 meeting between the Coast Guard and consulting
parties, the Coalition's representative Paula Shannon called upon the Coast Guard to seek additional input
from the general public (See Exhibit 1, p 4) The Coast Guard organized a meeting open to the public the
following month (Sept 30,2008) Additionally, at the November 12,2008 consulting party meeting, the Save
the Katy Bridge Coalition's representative Rose Kravs asked the Coast Guard to search for additional photos
of the Bridge. (See Exhibit 2, p 2)

7 On March 23, 2009, the AG replied to UP*s March 16 Reply UP expects to respond shortly to this most
recent effort by the AG to forestall the conclusion of the historic review process
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desperate attempt to save an abandoned bndge and prevent UP from removing its own

property. Accordingly, the Board should deny the Petitioners' Motion

II. COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 106

A. The Coast Guard is the Proper Agency to Conduct the Historic Review
Process

Petitioners argue that the Board must assume responsibility for compliance with

Section 106 procedures in the abandonment of the Bridge They are incorrect. Under the

NHPA, the responsible federal agency— the agency with jurisdiction over an historic

review's subject matter— assumes responsibility for Section 106 review.8 The Coast

Guard is the proper agency to lead the historic review process for bridges that span

navigable bodies of water like the Missouri River, as it has authority both to order

alterations of bridges and removal of unused bridges from navigable waters. (33

C.FR§11601(a),(c).)

Petitioners contend on pages 8 and 9 that the Coast Guard "argued it did not have

any licensing authority over" removal of the Boonville Bridge and therefore cannot conduct

the Section 106 review This is factually and legally wrong. While the Coast Guard does

8 Section 106 of the NHPA provides

"The. head of any Federal department or independent agency having
authority to license any undertaking shall prior to the Issuance of any license

take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building,
structure, or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National
Register The head of any such Federal agency shall afford the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment with regard to
such undertaking" (16 U S C §470f)

In support of their argument that the Board must assume responsibility for the historic review process.
Petitioners cite Friends of the Atglen-Susquehanna Trail, Inc v STB. 252 F 3d 246 (3rd Cir 2001) That
case is distinguishable from this matter, because Atglen addressed a failure in an historic review process
conducted by the ICC, for which it assumed responsibility In this matter, the Coast Guard has assumed
responsibility for the historic review and. as discussed in Section ll-b, below, Petitioners offer no evidence
showing that the Coast Guard has failed to carry out its responsibilities

6
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not issue bridge removal licenses per se, as discussed above, it has licensing authority

over bridges over navigable waters. Moreover, the Coast Guard has made it clear to all

parties involved in these proceedings that it has power to order the Bridge removed and is

acting under that authority

Specifically the Coast Guard approves demolition plans and its authority expressly

includes the power to order a permitted bridge to be removed if it no longer serves a land

transportation use These are the precise undertakings the Coast Guard is currently

reviewing in this case (or will in the near future as to the demolition plans). On the other

hand, the STB, which Petitioners argue should lead the Section 106 review, has no

jurisdiction over removal of bridges over navigable waters, and has taken no action in this

matter since 1987 The Board's abandonment authority does not authorize removal of a

bridge over navigable waters In its abandonment decision, the ICC expressly left

authority over removal of the Bridge to the proper agencies by requiring that UP obtain the

necessary permits and comply with Section 106 9

The Coast Guard has frequently taken active roles in historic reviews related to

bridges over navigable waters and, in a number of prior matters involving railroad Bridges,

9 The ICC stated

' If abandonment is effected under the CITU, MKT must (a) comply with the
procedures in section 106 of [the] NHPA and consult with the State Historical
Preservation Officer for appropriate documentation of bridges and structures
included in the National Register of Historical Places if they are to be demolished j
or substantially altered, and (b) consult with and obtain necessary permits from :
the U.S Army Corps of Engineers and other Federal and State agencies before
salvaging bridges and structures" (Mls&oun-Kanses-Texas—Abandonment—In
St Charles, Warren, Montgomery, Galloway. Boone, Howard, Cooper and Pottis
Counties. MO. ICC Docket No AB102 (Sub-No 13). ICC served Mar 8.1987,
at 9.) UP ts meeting these obligations
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the Board has recognized the Coast Guard's jurisdiction.10 In this matter, the ICC's

abandonment decision only specified that an historic review had to be conducted, not that

that the ICC had to do it. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a March 18,2008 letter, providing notice

that the Coast Guard would assume the lead agency role in Section 106 process.

Finally, Petitioners have waited too long to ask the Board to intervene in the historic

review process. Nearly four years have passed since the Coast Guard first began

preparing an MOA, with Petitioners' participation, as part of its historic review. Only now,

with the process near an end, do Petitioners contend that the Board should have

conducted the historic review itself.

B. The Coast Guard has Properly Performed the Historic Review Process

Petitioners argue that the Coast Guard has failed to properly conduct the historic

review process In fact, the Coast Guard has performed a proper review, soliciting input

from the ACHP, consulting parties, and the public. The Coast Guard first assumed its role

as lead agency for historic review purposes near the time that UP formally abandoned the

Bndge in 2005. Upon the conclusion of litigation in 2008, addressing the MDNR's

relmquishment of its option to acquire the Bridge, the Coast Guard reassumed its lead

agency role (see Exhibit 3) and forwarded a draft MOA to the ACHP for review The

ACHP responded with comments, which the Coast Guard incorporated in a revised draft of

the MOA Beginning in August 2008, the Coast Guard held a series of three meetings

10 See, e g, Central Oregon & Pacific Railroad, Inc - Abandonment and Discontinuance of Service, STB
Docket No AB-515 (Sub-No 2), STB served Oct 31,2006, CSX Transportation Inc -Abandonment
Exemption, STB Docket No AB-55 (Sub-No 648X) June 28,2004, Staten Island Rwy Corp —
Abandonment, Docket No AB-263 (Sub-No 3), ICC served Nov 29,1991

8
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regarding the Bridge abandonment with consulting parties and interested members of the

public11

As discussed above, in their Motion, Petitioners try to create the impression that

they have been left out of the historic review process Nothing could be further from the

truth. (See Coast Guard Meeting Minutes, Exhibits 1 and 2.) Petitioners fait to disclose to

the Board that representatives from their respective organizations attended the two

consulting party meetings At those meetings, none of the Petitioners questioned the

Coast Guard's authority to conduct the historic review process, or the manner in which it

conducted it. Only now, with the historic review process near a close, do Petitioners voice

any concerns

In an attempt to show that the Coast Guard has not met its responsibilities,

Petitioners characterize the Coast Guard's Section 106 review as "reluctant in the

extreme, tortured at best, and in all events fraught with legal problems" Motion at 13

Yet, in support of this sweeping charge, Petitioners cite only the Coast Guard's alleged

failure to consider "the effects of the Boonville Bridge in exercising .. licensing authority

over construction of the Osage River Bridge " Id at 14

There is no reason the Coast Guard must consider these projects together, and

Petitioners do not offer one As UP explained in its March 16 Reply and in an August 7,

2008 letter to Missouri Senator Claire McCaskill (Exhibit 4), the two projects are

independent of one another. Although UP anticipates adaptively reusing approach spans

from the Boonville Bridge to build the Osage River Bridge, UP would undertake either

project independently if necessary. The Coast Guard advised UP that its permitting

11 The Coast Guard held consulting party meetings on August 5 and November 12, 2008 It held a public
meeting on September 30,2008
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pro;.*: ss for the Osage River Bridge considers the impact of a structure upon waterway

natation, but does consider the source of the materials used in the project.

Furthermore, there is no reason to believe that treating these two projects separately has

had any impact upon the Coast Guard's historic review of the Boonville Bridge Even in

the absence of the Osage River Bridge project, the Coast Guard's historic review would be

little changed.12 As a result, the Coast Guard properly reviewed the two projects

separately

HI. THE ICC AUTHORIZED UP TO ABANDON THE BRIDGE

As UP explained in its March 16 Reply, the ICG's 1987 abandonment decision

specifically authorized UP to abandon the Bridge prior to completion of the historic

review process (March 16 Reply, pp 8-10) The ICC decision stated, "If abandonment

is effected under the CITU, MKT must comply with the procedures in section 106 of

[the] NHPA "13 This language clearly contemplated that the historical conditions

would be met after the "abandonment [was] effected."14 Further, the ICC's April 1987

CITU expressly authorized MKT (now UP) to abandon the Bridge if no trait use

agreement was reached during the 180-day trail use negotiating period (CITU, p 2,

Ordering Paragraph 5, attached as Exhibit 1 to the UP Notice of Consummation).

12 As the Greg* ta^e? c. '• *ir •*.-<?." ' -I I "w Center recognized in its February 23, 2009 filing in this matter,
YiaiiCii s cr'.. ̂  1 * • •* .' i . .p. • k limit the scope of environment (and historic) review

13 Missouri- — - 1 1 • - +*y & s.-t.-.i — In Sf Charles. Warren, Montgomery. Gateway, Boone, Howard,
Cooper arc P. r-sCc.. ;es, \C . 1 - D<- .tet No AB 102 (Sub-No 13). ICC served Mar 6,1S87,at9

14 The ICC /o-fidhr-c. - ,- • "lP<T j required to fulfill hist jrfc conditions before effecting
abandonment fi:e o , • • :• - .1" I'fcate of fntomn 7>a'/ I'se a- Abandonment— Union Pacific RR
Co—Abandorr •- :•'- -p; 'r,-./. ' os sxl, Sangazn**, sttf tifscispifl Ccsmtos IL. biS Docket No
Ab-33(Sub-f.; r. i1;. STb &un'=.-: ^pt 1 ', 7t-S. Cprier:nGf-V-:3r;r-a:.v ToUivd n:c. • ireer 3nl for interim
trail use/rai' ranking is rear1": *> ne '?" •; c:-,'3lte.*^.-e-^0f v. »., -.? ofTisC1" -j ^-m trail use may be
implemented If nDagi-ia.r,e.i:-3reacri=..i:̂ j. *.tjme,.ucmay..utiy.jb«riijcniiris.;.ne1.pfovjdGdany
conditions Imposed has=t been met.' î̂ n!. -* -. 'i'vi>
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Acting upon this authorization, UP filed its Notice of Consummation with the Board on

May 25, 2005, shortly after it became clear that no trail agreement would be reached

with respect to the Bridge As a result, UP's Notice of Consummation was not a "nullity"

as Petitioners claim

Additionally, Petitioners have waited nearly four years to challenge UP's Notice of

Consummation. As UP discussed in its March 16 Reply, under Board regulations,

Petitioners should have filed their challenge with the Board within 20 days, as required by

Board regulations. (49C.FR §1104.13(a).)

IV. UP IS NOT ENGAGED IN ANTICIPATORY DEMOLITION OF THE BRIDGE

Petitioners contend that UP has engaged in "anticipatory demolition" of the Bridge

and ask that the Board order UP to stop This is not the case In the early 1990s, UP

removed a short approach span to the Bridge in order to increase clearances for rail traffic

passing beneath it on another line. UP has not removed or altered any part of the Bridge

since then and will not remove the Bridge until authorized to do so. While petitioners imply

that Bridge demolition is imminent or ongoing, as UP explained in its March 16 Reply, UP

has not removed any part of the Bridge since the early 1990s, well over a decade before

the historic review began. As a result, no demolition is occurring and the Board has no

basis for ordering UP to cease anticipatory demolition Additionally, for approximately a

decade following removal of the span, no parties raised any concerns
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UP removed the span solely for transportation reasons, as specifically permitted by

the Interim Trail Use Agreement.15 UP did not seek to circumvent future historic review

procedures. Removal of the span allowed it to increase the vertical clearance for trains '

using a former Missoun Pacific line that parallels the Missouri River, and to raise the

Missouri Pacific line's roadbed in order to mitigate flooding from the river. Since the early i

1990s, no further Bridge removal or demolition activities have occurred, and UP will not i

remove any more of the Bridge until completion of the historic review process 16 I

Far from engaging in anticipatory demolition, UP has actively worked with the Coast j

Guard during the historic review process If UP had intended to anticipatorily demolish the

Bridge as Petitioners allege, when it removed the approach span in the early 1990s, it j

would have removed more than a single 62-foot span from the 1,500-foot Bridge.

Removal of this single span had no impact upon the remainder of the Bridge, including its

lift span, which Petitioners point to as its only historically significant elements Petition at

3.

Finally, neither the Petitioners, nor any other party raised the anticipatory demolition

until approximately four years ago. UP did not alter or remove any part of the Bridge

during that timeframe If removal of the span in the early 1990s had been a significant '
i

cause for concern, the issue should have arisen earlier I

15 The Interim Trail Use Agreement between MKT and MDNR states, "MKT reserves the right to modify the
bridge structure as may be required to improve rail transportation, so long as MDNR's right to use the
premises for interim trail use is not adversely affected thereby" (Page 9)

16 Of further note, UP's removal of the Bridge segment did not create Coast Guard jurisdiction over the
Bridge The Coast Guard has jurisdiction over the Bridge because there is no possibility that the Bridge will
"serve the needs of land transportation" 33 C F R §116 01 (a) The Bridge was not used for land
transportation before UP removed the span and, therefore, removal of the span did not impact the Coast
Guard's jurisdiction
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For these reasons, the Board has no basis for ordering UP to cease "anticipatory >
i

demolition"

j
V. CONCLUSION

The Boonville Bridge has not been used in more than 20 years. UP properly

effected abandonment of it nearly four years ago, and the Coast Guard has led a thorough

and proper historic review process, in which both UP and Petitioners have played active

roles Petitioners' Motion is simply another attempt to delay removal of the Bridge.

The Section 106 historic condition that the ICC imposed in its 1987 abandonment

decision does not justify Board intervention in this matter, particularly since Petitioners

have waited nearly four years before asking the Board to become involved Finally, there >

is no need for the Board to order UP to cease "anticipatory demolition," as UP has not |

removed any portions of or otherwise altered the Bridge since the early 1990s, and will not

do so until authorized.

Accordingly, UP respectfully requests that the Board deny Petitioners' Motion. j

Respectfully submitted, j

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY

GABRIELS MEYER
1400 Douglas Street • !
Omaha, Nebraska 68179 i
Tel. (402)544-1658
Fax: (402)501-3393 \

i
ROY P. FARWELL
100 North Broadway, Suite 1500
ST Louis, MO 63102
Tel (314)331-0566
Fax: (314)331-0564

Attorneys for Union Pacific Railroad Co
13
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Gabriel S Meyer, hereby certify that on this 25th day of March, 2009,1 caused
a copy of the above Reply in STB Docket No AB-102 (Sub-No 13) to be served upon
the following parties via first class U.S. mail1

Mr. Fritz R Kahn
Frit R. Kahn, P C
1920 N Street, NW
Eight Floor
Washington, DC 20036

James R Layton
State Solicitor
Missouri Attorney General's Office
P O. Box 899
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Bruce A Morrison
Great Rivers Environmental Law Center
705 Olive Street, Suite 614
St. Louis, MO 63101-2208

Mr. Roger K. Wiebusch
Bridge Administrator
United State Coast Guard
1222 Spruce Street
St Louis, MO 63103-2832

Ms. Andrea Ferster
General Counsel
Rails to Trails Conservancy
2121 Ward Ct, NW
Washington. DC 20037

Charles H Montange
Attorney at Law
426 NW 162nd Street
Seattle, WA 98177

Gabriel S Meyer
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Attendees

Judith Dec!
Kenny Pointer
Ward LODZ
Mark Frazier
Matt Jeppson
Roger Wiebusch
David Orzechowski
RonKucera
Bruce Morrison
Paula Shannon
Bart Culbertson
Steve Cheney
Todd Winimer
Roy Farwell
JefFTeig
Bill Sigler
Dave Nicholas
Megan McGuire
Irl Tesscndorf
Sarah Gallagher
Dale Reesinan
Cindy Ebnting Hall
Jennifci Sandy
Betsy Mernt
John Eddins
Marianne Fowler
Henry Robertson

SUMMARY OF MINUTES
SECTION 106

CONSULTATION PARTY MEETING
BOONVILLE RAILROAD DRAWBRIDGE

AUGUST 5,2008

AgEDSy Telephone

Missouri State Historic Preservation Office 573.751.7862
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 816.389 3833
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 816.389.3835
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 816.389 3664
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 816.389.3983
U S. Coast Guard 314.269.2378
U S. Coast Guaid 314.269.2382
Great Rivers Environmental Law Center 314.231.4181
Great Rivers Envhonmental T.OW Center 314.231.4181
Chairman, Save the Katy Bridge Coalition 660.882.3970
Union Pacific Railroad 402.544.5774
Union Pacific Railroad 402 544.3227
Union Pacific Railroad 402.544 3101
Union Pacific Railroad 314.331.0566
IIDR Engineering, consultant for UPRR 402.399.1051
HDR, Engineering, consultant for UPRR 402.399.1309
Boonvillo, Mayor 816.665.5210
Boonville, City Counselor 660.882.4002
Boonville, City Administrator 660.882.2332
Boonvillc, Diicctor of Economic Development 660.882.4001
Boonville, Lead Attorney, Save the Katy Bridge 660 882.6525
Senator McCaskill's representative 573.808.6656
National Trust lor Histoi ic Preservation 312.939.5547
National Trust for Historic Preservation 202.588 6000
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 202.606 8553
Rails-lo-Trails Conservancy 202.331.9696
Missouri Sierra Club 314.647.5603

Opening statement made by Roger Wiebusch, U.S. Coast Guard (CG).
• Identify/discuss stipulations to he included in a Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement

(MOA
• Address demolition of the Boonville Railroad Drawbildgc across the Missouri River at

Boonville, MO.
• The Boonville Railroad Drawbridge is eligible for listing in the National Register of

Historic Places.

ENCLOSURE(y)
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CG has the responsibility and authority to preserve the public right of navigation, remove unused .
bridges, comply with federal environmental contiol laws, is the lead agency for bridge removal
and preparation of the Section 106 MOA.

An overview of the Boonville Railroad Drawbridge was given. I
• In 1991,anapproachspanhadbcenremoved. CG notified Union Pacific (UP) of

requirement to remove the bridge, since it no longer served a transportation function.
• 1991 to 2003, UP considered plans foi various alternatives for tho re-use of the bridge, ,

i.e.: IATAN power plant, Omaha, Clinton and Osage.
• 2002, CO once again sent a notice to UP to remove the bridge with UP preparing

demolition plans. j
• 2004 CG initiated the Section 106 process but due to the uncertainty of ownership the CO

never finalized tho MOA.
• 2004 - 2008, the legal challenges over ownership and proposed use were pending. '
• February 2008, the Missouri Supreme Court clarified UP was owner of the budge.

CG evaluated the bridge and if some form of transportation can cross bridge, the structure would '
revert back to a bridge status. However, if transportation is not possible, due to the missing span, i
the structure does not meet the definition of a bridge far CG purposes. . .

Betsy Merrill, National Trust for Historic Preservation legal counsel, (BM, NTHP) asked if the ' :
missing span were to be replaced and the bridge once again served a transportation purpose, if it '
would meet the CG definition of a bridge. CG stated yes. i

UP proposes to. remove entire bridge and re-use part of the spans for the Osage River crossing,
demo the rest of the bridge for salvage, and possibly donate lift span Control Operator's House
to new owner. '

I
BM, NTHP asked what is (he scope of consultation? I

I
John Eddins, federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (JB, ACHP), were alternatives
considered over the last several years of on and off again consultation?

CG made comment in regards to NEPA that the "no action" alternative will not satisfy the needs i j
of the owners (UP) and the CO. i

Bruce Morrison, Great Rivers Environmental Law Center (BM, GRBLC) stated Pat Jones, major j
fimder for the Katy Trail, does not agree with the narrow definition of transportation purposes

Proposed stipulations for tho MOA for the demolition of the Boonville Bridge following H AER
(Historic American Engineering Record) rccordation:

• Narrative history
o History/description of bridge, consultation pai ties - input for research aicas,

review & comment, oral histories/exhibits (recordings, interviews), economic |
impact on the west/country

Archival photographs•
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o Large (4" x 5") B+W negatives, archival quality contact prints of bridge features,
engine sounds, historical, scasonality, opening, demolition, operators shack,
transiting towbonts

• Measured drawings i
o Bridges original measured drawings on archival bond paper, shop drawings !

BM, NTHP - with what already exists for documentation, would dollars be spent on other ilerns | i
ratlici tlian redundant recordation. ' i i !

UP the HABR documentation is already underway, was initiated in anticipation of signature of !
the original proposed MOA in 2005. \

Other questions/comments: '
• Is there contextual information of engineering, etc., available? j
• Bflonvillc Raihoad Drawbndgc was the longest lift span of its kind and time. !
• A lot of information should be included; this is the 3rf of tliree lift bridges in this spot. i
• JE, ACHP - consulting parties may/shall supply information and comment on draft |

documents. '
• Oval History, public information, exhibits, videos, web site, and other format for public I

history should be included. !
• Develop time frames for each stage. \

i
Photographic Documentation j

• Archival photos of current condition of bndge, oveiall and in detail. j
• Collection of historic photos

Comments:
There are cd's available of the bndge, such as the last train crossing the bridge. ' j
Google search yielded a very large collection of photos. ; '
Include photo documentation of the bridge thru the seasons and stages of the river (1 o.,
flood). ,
Document destruction of the bridge. I
Can the bridge lift span still function? UP is willing to consider investigating. !
Is there historic footage of the lift span in operation?
A public request may be made for people to loan personal photos for copying.
Document the sounds of the bridge and the river.
Oral histoiios and viewv from tows, boats, other river useis.

Plans and Specifications:
• Are the original construction plans still available? If so, there may not be a need for scale

drawings to be produced i
• CG has some plans, UP should havo some bridge drawings, thinks design drawings and ;

shop drawings ate available Some plans/drawings lost in transfers of ownerships of the [
railroad. i

i Document the efforts of the interest groups to save the bndge. j
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• Corporate history of the decisions to save the bridge.
i

Opeiators control house may be made available to some interested party. May be able to detach i
from bridge and relocate. I

Question and comments from Boonville interest groups '
• Will UP build a museum to house the operator's house?
• Suggest Leaving portion of the bridge in place, which would not obstruct traffic on the : I

river. CG, this is possible if UP would agree to give up that portion of the bridge. COE j i
would have lo permit (his portion as a Section 10 structure. There would have to be an
owner identified that would take over full responsibility for bridge now and ui the future.
COE would piefer that Section 106 consultation be concluded before a Section 10 permit
is filed JE, ACI1P, would include stipulation to explore possible preservation of bridge
span in MOA.

Summary/Wrap-up
• CG will distribute notes from the meeting, list of attendees, and time/schedule for project.
• JE, ACHP, review of 106 process, request that the concerns of the consulting parties be

expressed, followed up with a written statement to the CG, who will give duo j
consideration and justification foi final decision in regards to the bridge. i

• COE docs not have an opinion on outcome, concern that process is carried out '
appiopnately, dear process, clear time line, and comment period to follow this meeting.

• Paula Shannon, Save the Bridge - answerable to supporting public, has not had a cliance i
to let interested folks know what is going on, needs another chance for public input,
advocating importance of bridge in history, and is of concern to many. ;

• Megan Maguire, City of Boonville - concern due to loss of cultural symbol, importance
of Katy Tiall to survivability of the community, lose bridge, lose trail use - economic !
adverse effect, loss of historic fabric of community.

• Cindy Hall, Senatoi Claire McCaskill representative - concurs (hat (he process should be
as transparent as possible so that tho public feels that they have ample input.

• Ron Kuccra, Great Rivers Environmental Law Center (KK, GRELC) - BM, GRELC t
should speak to interest of clients - concerned about initiating consultation of Boonville ,
after issuing permit for Osage crossing. Ted and Pat Jones concerns for Katy Trail, rail to ;
Irail would help stabilize communities, initial endowment with intent that rail corridor !
stay in place RK, GRELC wants to make sure that public involvement is done, CG
missed mark on NEPA, and there is no adequate NEPA for the pioject j

• BM, NTHP - questions on how the Osagc Hi ver Bridge relates to the Boonville Bi idge. J
CG declined to discuss, stating that this is a separate issue, and should be the subject of a ;
future meeting/discussion. ,

• UP supplied information that the access span to the Boonville Bridge was removed after |
flood of 1993 to accommodate elevation of rail road bed. CG recalls that the span was
gone in 1991, both parties will consult to resolve discrepancy. j

• Roy Harwell, UP Counsel - Katy Trail did not buy bi idge, which is abandoned, bridge t
was not rail banked, is concerned with time length already taken, liad prior public i
meetings, have had public agencies involved! hope for leasonable time frames and costs
(of mitigation?).
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Henry Robinson, Sierra Club - concerned about public input and about NKPA
compliance.
BM, NTHP - asked for ball park figures on budget for relocation of spans vs. new
construction UP stated a January 2008 estimate for construction at Osage is 14 million
with le-use, 22 million with new construction, concern that cost of steel continues to rise,
affecting new construction costs.
Mary Ann, Rails to Trails - views Boonville as integral part of rail bank, can't
understand why UP cannot come up with alternatives to demolition of Boonville bridge.
Jennifer Sandy, NTHP - concerns about public involvement, and about the Osage bridge. j
JB, ACHP - keep process open, allow sufficient time for renew and input, CG provide
update on status of 106 to interested/consulting parties NEPA parallel to 10S,
justifications for alternatives including effects on historic properties, sufficient time, clear
and open process. '

I
Coast Guard - what happens next?

• Summary of meeting, with issues, comments and attendees will be distributed within a
week. Request that within 30 days, all parties share concerns and views in writing to CG.

• Another meeting may be scheduled
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NOTE: This Is a proposed timeline for complying with Section 106 requirements.
Changes will bo mado as necessary.

Proposed Timeline for satisfying Section 106 requirements for the Boonville Railroad
Drawbridge. Mte 197.1. Missouri Rhmr. at Roonvllle. MO.

Date

13-Aug

27-Aug

17-Sop

22-Sep

26-Sop

29-Sep

06-Oct

14-Oct

27-Oct

26-Nov

01-Doc

Goal

Submit summary minutes of initial consulting party meeting

Issue public notice for public information meeting to be held in Boonville

Responses due from consulting parties

Prepare scope of Narrative History for MOA stipulation

Prepare scope of Photographic (Visual) History for MOA stipulation

Hold public information meeting in Boonville

Assess public input
Hold 2nd consulting party meeting
Status/review of information and sources for narrative history and visual
history.

Initiate preparation of "draft" Section 106 MOA and stipulations

Submit "draft" Section 106 MOA to consulting parties for review and
comment.

Comments on "draft" Section 108 due

Review "draff comments
During month of Dec. finalize Section 108 MOA
Circulate final MOA to consulting parlies for review
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Attendees

Judith Dcel
Kenny Pointer
Mark Fiazier
Roger Wiebusch
David Oi/echowski
Bruce Morrison
Richard Blanck
Rose Kravs
Bart Culbertson
Mark Davis
Roy Farwell
Ben Jones
Bill Siglcr
Megan McGuue
Trl Tessendorf
Sarah Gallagher
Dale Reesman
Cindy Rberting Hall
Jennifer Sandy
John Eddins
JeffCiabotti
Henry Robertson
Jim Painter
Denisc Izmeriam
Julie Thacher
Mary McAllistei
Pam Davis
Bill Hart
Ron Kucera
Susan Fladcr

*Mary Barile
*Paul Davis
*MikeKcllner
*A1la Chipley
*'l"hcresa Kiebs

SUMMARY OF MINUTES
SECTION 106

2"d CONSULTATION PARTY MEETING
BOONVILLE RAILROAD DRAWBRIDGE

NOVEMBER 12,2008

Agency Telephone

Missouri State Historic Preset vation Office 573 751 7862
U. S. Aimy Corps of Engineers 816 389.3833
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 816 389 3664
U S. Coast tiuud 314 269.2378
U S. Coast Guard 314 269 2382
Great Rivers Hnvii onmcnlal Law Center 314 231.4181
Save the Italy Bridge Coalition 660.882 6622
Save the Katy Bridge Coalition 660.888 1030
Union Pacific Railroad 402.544.5774
Union Pacific Railroad 402.544 5459
Union Pacific Railroad 314331.0566
Union Pacific Railroad 816 399.1625
HDR, Engineering, consultant for UPRR 402 399.1309
Boonville, City Counselor 660 882.4002
Buonvillc, City Administrator 660 882.2332
Boonville, Director of Economic Development 660.882 4001
Boonville, Lead Attorney, Save the Katy Bridge 660 882.6525
Senator McCaskill's representative 573 808.6656
National Trust for Historic Preservation 312 939.5547
Advisory Council on Histoiic Preservation 202 606 8553
Rails-to-Trails Conservancy 202 331 9696
Missouri Sierra Club 314 647 5603
City of Boonville 660 882 6471
City of Boonville 660.882.4003
City of Boonville
City of Boonville 660.882.2332
Btidgc Committee 660 882 2536
Missouri Preservation/NTHP 314 691.1941
Missouri Parks Association 573 443.4168
Missouri Paiks Association 573 442.1058
Friends of Historic Doonville 660.882.3367
Boonville Area Chamber of Commerce 660 882.7850
Boonville Daily News (Business Managei) 660 882 5335
Interested Save Bridge 660.882.6362
Interested Save Bridge 660 882.5335

* Denotes members signed in but clarified they wcie with Save the Katy Bridge Coalition
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Opening statement made by Roger Wicbusch, U S. Coast Guatd (CG). •
• Consultation meeting is a closed meeting to the public
• Updated members on process to date, i.e.: sent letters to consulting parties after fust j

consultation meeting, received numerous responses back; held public information '
meeting on Septcmbei 30 w/ovcr 100 attendees, public communication with the Coast
Guard icsultcd in very few submissions via website, e-mail and regular mail. j

• Added Tribal Historic Pieservation Office to the list of consultation members

CG gave a review of similar bridge conversion projects, i.e.: Market Street Bridge, Chain of j
Rocks Bridge, Poughkeepsie Railroad Bridge and the Big Four Bridge. (See attached power j
point slide sheets). Emphasized in these cases the bridge owner wanted the conversions. In
order for the Boonvillc Bridge to be converted to pedestrian use the biidge owneiship needs to be
uansierred.

Paul Davis, Boonville Aiea Chamber of Commerce, stated the bridge is rail banked and should ]
be reserved for future use CG stated rail banking does not mean a partially demolished bridge I
and an unused bridge qualifies as a bridge foi CG. !

Megan McGuire, City of Boonvillc, made comment that an offer is on the table to UPRR. Also
stated the bridge is being independently evaluated for monetary value by the City of Boonvillc.

i

UPRR infoimed the members that no negotiations to date have taken place and no offers were on
the table.

Julie Thatcher, City of Boonville, commented if there are parts of the bridge left over, why not
place these items in a museum. A member fiom the City of Boonville stated that items could be
placed in an existing building in downtown and would not have to build a separate museum

Mary Banle, Friends of Historic Boonville, commented that Wayne Lammeis video might be '
copyright protected and the history of the bridge is important to picscrvc.

Rose Kravs, Save the Katy Bridge, stated other photographs of the bridge are in existence and
need to be explored.

Bill Hart, Missouri Preservation, commented that the timeline for the Section 106 process was
too short and needed to be extended 6 months for the new admmistiation.

Paul Davis stated with the change in the Fedeial Administration the existing laws may change
and we need to wait and see what they do.

CG gave a review of potential stipulations to be included in the draft MOA. (See attached powei
point slide sheets).

CG presented a revised Section 106 MOA schedule.
• 1 Dec 08 Submit draft Sect 106 MOA fore review & comment

024



• ITDec 08 Conduct 2nd Public Info Meeting
• S Jan 09 Comments received !
• 15 Jan 09 Prepare Final Sect 106 MOA for approval j
• 1 Feb 09 Submit approved Sect 106 MOA to SHPO |

Megan McGuire stated the date for the second public information meeting scheduled for :
December 17th would not be good. Date is to close to the holidays. CG stated these dates are
tentative and the public meeting would probably be rescheduled to mid-January 2009.

John Eddins, Federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, commented that if negotiations j
are ongoing that this would not put the demolition in a hiatus status and the new Missouri
governor-elect needs to be contacted regarding his position on the Boonville Bridge

CCr piesented possible ways to preserve the history of the bridge (See attached power point slide
sheets).

Jennifer Sandy, National Trust for Historic Preservation, stated that there should be a museum
for all artifacts

Coast Guard - what happens next?
• Summary of meeting, comments and attendees will be distributed to consulting party

members Request that within 30 days, all parties share concerns and views in writing to
CG.
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U.8. Department of
Hofholand Security

United states
Coast Guard

Commander
Eighth Coast Guard District

l222SpfueeSlreet
St. Loub, MO
Staff Symbol-dwb
Plnne (314)269-2382
Fax-(314) 269-2737
EmaB' davfcf a ofzechamMQuscg mil

16591.1/197.1 MOR
March 18,2008

Ms. Judith Ded
Missouri Department of Natural Resources
State Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 176
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Subj: M-K-T RAILROAD DRAWBRIDGE, MILE 197.1, MISSOURI RIVER

Dear Ms. Deel;

' The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) is expected to propose removal of the subject bridge at
Boofiville, MO. It is my understanding that the bridge Is eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. As the lead federal agency for this project, it is our responsibility to
satisfy the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act. Attached is a "Draft"
Memorandum of Agreement concerning demolition of the bridge foi your review and comment

Should you have any questions, please call Mr. David Orzechowski at the above listed number.

Sincerely,

ROGER K.WIEBUSCH
Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commander

Enclosure: Draft Memorandum of Agreement i* >fi>Sw.—^
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Jim Young
ChJirmui

August 7,2008

'Hie Honorable Claire McCaskill *-
Unites States Senate
717 Hait Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator McCnskill:

I am wilting in response to your lettet of August 1,2008, in which you expressed concern ,
nbout a perceived discrepancy rcgaiding out Coast Guaid application to build a bi idgc ul
Osage and what we discussed in youi office. Specifically, your concern has lo do with
our permit ap|>lication lo the Coast Guaid for the budge at ()sagc and how it might idale
to the use of the Boonville Bridge spans as part of the pioject.

There is no disciepniicy. Union Pacific has always openly acknowledged the link
between the constinotion of (ho new Osagc Bridge and the demolition of the existing >
Boonville Bridge. Union Pacific is requited to obtain, and Is in the process of obtaining,
numerous federal and state permits for diffcicnt aspects of the pi eject. The Section 106 )
Historic Piescrvatlon. leview Is Included in its Appropriate place in this mullifaccltd |
process. However, as set out below, the federal pcunitting system foi the two majoi '
aspects of the oveinll project, Osage and Boonville, in vciy diffeienl and distinct. The
Coast Guaid's new biidge pennit for the proposed bridge at Osagc, issued Jamuiy 31,
2008, involved a very narrow piocess. Convoiscly, the Corps of Engineer's peimit to j ,
<leinolish the existing bridge at Boonville, stilt under consideiation, involves a much I I
bioader piocess, Including the Coast Guard led Section 106 Historic Piesei valion icview. i

i

In 2004, Union Pacific applied for both the Coast Ouard new blidgc permit foi Osage and i
the Corps of Engineers1 Clean Water Act peimit foi demolition and leusc of patts of the
bridge ot Boonville. The scope of a Coast Quart! bridge permit is very narrow - docs (lie !
proposed bridge have safe clearances for navigation? Union Pacific's Initial application
to the Coast Guard for the new bridge at Osage refcienced, for infoimalional pui|x>sc<»
only, (he fact (hat the spans were fiom the biidge at Boonville. On June 30, 2005, the
Coast Guard advised us thai it could not act on the application in that form as we would
have to resolve the litigation regarding ownership of the Boonville Bridge and obtain ihe
permits necessary to deconsliuct it. Howovci, the Coast Guard also noted that the source
of materials for the pioposed new bridge was not relevant to its levicw of the safe
navigation clearances for poiniit authorization purposes, and if UP submitted a new
application without lefemng to the soutce of materials, it could ptogiess the application \
in that form - so long as the Boonville demolition issues wcie dealt with in (heir own
propei peimitting process.

We imdeistood the Coast Guaid lo mean that it intcrpietcd 0111 reference to the use of the
Boonville Bridge spans ns an implicit request for authority to .piocced with that
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demolition, which was not our Intent as that part of the permitting process was being
managed by the Army Corps under a separate permitting process. However, (he Coast
Guard apparently wanted to emphasize ttiat we should not seek its authority foi
demolition of (he Boonvillc Bridge In our Osage new bridge application, and that any
such demolition approval needed to be submitted lluough the appropriate permitting
process rather than the Osage application.

Accordingly, tn August of 2005, Union Pacific submitted a new application to the Coast
Guard for a biidge peimit at Osage, which provided the design aspects and site specific
information only. That new application was not a reflection of any change in plans, but
merely a reflection of what was the propei issue to be placed befbie the Coast Guanl in
the context of the specific rcquhements of a new bridge permit. That application was
granted on January 31,2008, and It only authorizes UP to build a now bridge at Osage
according to the design submitted. It does not authorize the use of spans from 01
demolition of the biidge at Boonville - those issues are still under icview by the Corps of
Engineeis.

Union Pacific's request foi Authority to dismantle und reuse parts of the Boonville Bridge
is part of the application eunently under consideration by the Corps of Engineers undci
Section 404 of tlw Federal Clean Water Act. All required reviews of the impacts of the
bridge demolition are being Included in this piocoss. This includes a Section 106
historical review, for which the Coast Guard Is the lead agency.

The change in our application to the Coast Guard for the new biidge permit at Osage was
In no way an effort to conceal 01 change the plan to use the spans from Boonville. The
use of those spans has always been a well-publicized part of our proposal. The
application was changed in response to the Coast Guard's letter in an effort to cnsuie that
the proper issues were presented to the proper Federal agency for review and action in the
proper forum. While the two sites are, and have always been, linked in our pioposal,
they are permitted in a separate manner. The review of the demolition of the bridge at
Boonvillo is properly being handled as part of the Corps of Engineer's process, and was
not appropriate for the Coast Guard to handle as part of its now bridge permit levicw.
The federal action that mandates the historical and other icvlews of the impact of the
removal of the Boonvillo Bridge is the approval Union Pacific is seeking to remove the
Boonville Biidge, not the approval of (lie design for the new bridge at Osage.

Union Pacific has a long history in Missouri. We have always stilved to be a good
coiporate citizen, and this situation is no different We have been open with the
community and all the various stakeholders about our plans to remove the Boonville
Bridge spans and use (hem to build a new bridge at Oaage. Our rationale for wanting to
do this is simple. We have been ordered by the Coast Guard to temovo the unused
Doonville Bridge since 1991, and given the high price of steel, we can now use the
material from the Boonville Bridge to build a new bridge at Osage. The bridge at Osage
is a one-track bridge, and it is the main bottleneck on this line. By building a new,
double-tracked bridge at Osage, we will not only be able to improve Amtrak's
pcifomumce in the state, hut also bettor serve our customers. However, recognizing (hat

030



the Boonville Bridge has significance to the BoonvHle community, we have been willing
to tender the Bridge to the community, provided wo are adequately compensated for our
loss. We even suspended the permitting piocess relating to demolition to give the
community more lime to come up with a feasible plan. To date, no entity has stepped
forward with the financial ability to compensate us and take over responsibility fo» the
bridge.

Our current plans are to move forward to obtain the appropriate pcimits to complete this
project. Further delay in the permitting will only cause more delay in our ability to
address the bottleneck at Osage. We do plan, as we have consistently stated in the past,
to use the Boonville Bridge spans for the new Osage Bridge. We will not at this time
further amend our application for the new Osage Bridge permit issued by tiie Coast
Guard this January, but we will not bo taking significant action on that permit until the
Boonville issues are resolved. However, we will continue to work with the Corps of
Engineers and Coast Guard to obtain the remaining necessary permits that cover
environmental and hisloi ic preservation issues surrounding both bridges.

Senntoi, I hope Ihis icsponsc allays any concerns you might have about this situation.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further questions.

Sincerely,
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August 1,2008

Jomes R. Young
Picsidcnt nnd Chief Executive Officer
Union Pacific Railroad
1400 Douglas Street
Omaha, NE 68179

Dear Mr. Young:

I am wilting to express my concent about the discrepancy between Union Pacific's
application to build u new Osage Rlvei bridge in Missouii and what you conveyed to me
personally and my staff on numerous occasions about this conuliuctlrm.

My inlcicst in the new Osage Rivci bridge piojecl is that it has been linked to the historic
Boonvilie Bridge, outside of Boonville, Missouri. Tlie Rnonvillc Bridge hits been the
subject of gieat contioversy. Aftei nn extensive legnl battle ovei ownership of the bridge,
in which Union Pacific prevailed, tltc community lias sought to work with Union Pacific
to lake owneiship of the bridge and pi event its lemoval. Meanwhile, Union Pacific has
continued to move foiwaid with the biidge's lemoval. I have stiessed to all fedeial
agencies involved, as well us Union Pacific, that appropriate public comment and
transparency is of utmost concci n to me

In that vein, I seek clarification about Union Pacific's intention to use the Boonville
Bridge spans at the Osngc River bridge project. Tn an April 16,2008, meeting in my
cilice, you stated Union Pacific's intent to use the spans fiom (he histouc Boonville
Bridge for construction of the Osage bridge. In fact, 1 was told that that Union Pacific
did not wish to wait in taking down the Boonville Bridge because they want to icsolve an
Amtiak chokcpoinl nt the Osage River. Recently, I was troubled to learn (hat on January
31,2008, the Coast Guaid approved n peimit to build a new Osage River bridge thai did
not acknowledge the use of the Boonville Bridge spans, contiary to yuur statements to me
and In the press.

To that end. I would appieclate a response to lire following questions:

Why did Union Pacific submit a icviscd application that does not mention use of (lie
Boonville Bridge? Was this decision made to avoid u Section 106 Agicement, which in a
2005 e-mail to Union Pacific, the Coast Guard seems to acknowledge is neccssaiy if the
Boonville Bridge span use was included?

nooult*

MM
(nun) -im

Cnuuiu.MO«»l
1673)442-7130 HUH" »»

M U1U43I IBM

Si Lwu.MOUin
OI4)3»/-l3i.l

tut |)M)XI (MO tt\ HIT) 111-1

032



Did Union Pacific submit any infomintlon with the new application to indicate thnt you
were no longer going to use the Boonvillc Biidge to con&tiuct tlic new O&nge Budge?

Haw does Union Pacific icconcilc the Osage Bi idgc permit with public comments you
have made in the piess, and to me peisonally, that you intend (o use the Boonvillc fridge
to coiuttiuct tire new Osngc Bridge?

Do you intend to use the Boonvillc Bridge to build the new Osngc bridge? If yes, will you
submit a revised permit application to the Coast Guard? If no, where do you intend to get
(he materials needed to complete conshuction of the Osage Budge?

Thnnk you for your consideration, and I look forward to youi timely i espouse

Sinceicly,

CLAIRE MCCASK1LL
United States Senator
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